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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Applicant has amended claim1-2, 5, 8, 9, 22, 25, and added claims 28-30 in the 
amendment filed on 5/2/2006. Claims 1-14 and 22-30 are pending in this Office Action. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 5/2/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

First, applicant argued that Pereira does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation 
"baseling a database table to obtain information related to storage characteristics (e.g., 
the average row length of the rows in the table and the average free space in the table). 
In response, this claimed limitation is not in the claim 1 . However, Pereira teaches the 
baseling tables in database to obtain information such as row length, free space in the 
tables (table 1, col. 5, lines 65-67; col. 6, lines 1-5). 

Second, applicant argued that the combination of Pereira and Draper does not 
explicitly teach the claimed limitation "retrieving storage information placed within the 
transaction log". 

In response to applicant's argument, Drapper teaches retrieving transactions 
from the transaction log, updating objects which are stored in database, and tracking 
object in log database. In particularly, during an accessing step 1 16 an update history 
structure is created or modified when the transaction is added or modified. The update 
history structure may be implemented using an unreplicated attribute of each log 
database object, an update tracking object in the log database. The update history 
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structure for transactions shows that the system monitors transactions in the transaction 
log. Transactions are represented as entries (col. 36, lines 35-55; col. 3, lines 10-25; 
col. 37, lines13-22; col. 36, lines 10-67; col. 35, lines 25-50). 

Finally, applicant agued that there is no motivation to combine the two 
references. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
apply Draper's teaching of retrieving transactions from the transaction log, updating 
objects which are stored in database, and tracking object in log database to Pereira's 
system in order to provide a system and method which are suited for use with systems 
and methods for transaction synchronization and to identify and then modify or remove 
certain apparently inconsistent operations to improve the synchronization process (col. 
2, lines 15-40). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-3, 5-6, 8-10, 12-13, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pereira (US 6122640) in view of Draper et al (or hereinafter "Draper") 
(USP 6192365). 

As to claim 1, Pereira teaches the claimed limitations: 
"locking a particular table to be basedlined" as locking a source table. The 
source table is reorganized by using a reorganization process that has a free 
tablespace (blocks) available that is large enough to hold the source table plus the 
anticipated growth of the table during the reorganization. The above information shows 
that the source table is organized or basedlined (col. 7, lines 20-25; col. 10, lines 59- 
62); 

"baselining a table contained in the database, wherein the storage information 
comprising the average row length of the rows in the table and the average free space 
in the table is obtained" as (col. 5, lines 40-45; col.2, lines 21-40); 

"unlocking the table after it is baselined" as (col. 7, lines 20-25; col. 10, lines 59- 

62). 
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Pereira does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "making an entry into a 
transaction log, wherein the entry contains the storage information; retrieving the 
storage information from the transaction log; periodically updating the storage 
information by monitoring subsequent entries in the transaction log". 

Drapper teaches retrieving transactions from the transaction log, updating 
objects which are stored in database, and tracking object in log database. In 
particularly, during an accessing step 1 16 an update history structure is created or 
modified when the transaction is added or modified. The update history structure may 
be implemented using an unreplicated attribute of each log database object, an update 
tracking object in the log database. The update history structure for transactions shows 
that the system monitors transactions in the transaction log. Transactions are 
represented as entries (col. 36, lines 35-55; col. 3, lines 10-25; col. 37, lines13-22; col. 
36, lines 10-67; col. 35, lines 25-50). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply Draper's teaching of retrieving transactions from the 
transaction log, updating objects which are stored in database, and tracking object in 
log database to Pereira's system in order to provide a system and method which are 
suited for use with systems and methods for transaction synchronization and to identify 
and then modify or remove certain apparently inconsistent operations to improve the 
synchronization process (col. 2, lines 15-40). 
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As to claim 2, 9, Pereira teaches the claimed limitation "making an entry into the 
transaction log that the table is to be baselined" as (col. 4, lines 1-5); 

"preparing a storage area to receives the storage information for the table" as 

(fig- 3). 

As to claims 3, 10, Pereira teaches the claimed limitation "sending the storage 
information to a requesting entity, wherein a portion of the storage information is row 
identifications; deleting the row identifications, wherein the requesting entity maintains 
the rows identifications" as (col. 8, lines 50-55; col. 10, lines 28-29). 

As to claims 5, 12, Pereira teaches the claimed limitation "the storage information 
includes information reflecting a block count, number of rows, average row length, 
average free space, and number of chained/migrated rows in the table" as (col. 10, lines 
1-20). 

As to claim 6, Pereira teaches the claimed limitation "a function native to the 
database performs the baselining step, and initial routine performs making an entry 
steps" as (col. 1 , lines 40-55). Pereira does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation 
and a monitoring routine performs the retrieving and periodically updating steps". 
Draper teaches during an accessing step 1 16 an update history structure is created or 
modified when the transaction is added or modified. The update history structure may 
be implemented using an unreplicated attribute of each log database object, an update 
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tracking object in the log database. The update history structure for transactions shows 
that the system monitors transactions in the transaction log. Transactions are 
represented as entries (col. 36, lines 35-55). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Draper's teaching to Pereira's system in order to 
improve the synchronization process or to maintain objects during making transactions 
in transaction log (col. 2, lines 15-40). 

As to claim 8, Pereira teaches the claimed limitations: 
"a processor" as (col. 19, lines 34-35); 

"memory units, electrically connected to the processor, wherein the database 
system program directs the processor to retrieve portions of the database from the 
memory units for manipulation by the processor, and the storage information program 
directs the computer system to operate in a mode of operation to compute and monitor 
the storage information" as (fig. 9, col. 19, lines 30-50). 

"a table contained in the database is locked, thereby preventing modifications of 
the particular table" as the source table contained in the database is locked to prevent 
transactions from occurring to the source table (col. 3, lines 65-67; col. 4, lines 1-5); 

"the table is baselined by the database system program" as the source table of 
the database is reorganized by a program (col. 3, lines 60-67; col. 19, lines 30-50), 
"wherein storage information comprising the average row length of the rows in the table 
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and the average free space in the table is obtained" as row data is stored in the source 
table (fig. 9; col. 2, lines 21-40); 

"an entry into a transaction log is made, wherein the entry contains the storage 
information" as a trigger on a source table to record transactions into a transaction log 
table (col. 4, lines 15-17); 

"the table is unclocked, where access to the table is restored" as unlocking the 
source table to allow making any transactions in the source table indicates the access is 
restored (col. 4, lines 4-5, fig. 9A); 

Pereira does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "an entry into a transaction 
log is made, wherein the entry contains the storage information; the monitoring routine 
retrieves the storage information from the transaction log; periodically updates the 
storage information by monitoring subsequent entries in the transaction log". 

Drapper teaches retrieving transactions from the transaction log, updating 
objects which are stored in database, and tracking object in log database. In 
particularly, during an accessing step 1 16 an update history structure is created or 
modified when the transaction is added or modified. The update history structure may 
be implemented using an unreplicated attribute of each log database object, an update 
tracking object in the log database. The update history structure for transactions shows 
that the system monitors transactions in the transaction log. Transactions are 
represented as entries (col. 36, lines 35-55; col. 3, lines 10-25; col. 37, lines13-22; col. 
36, lines 10-67; col. 35, lines 25-50). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply Draper's teaching of retrieving transactions from the 
transaction log, updating objects which are stored in database, and tracking object in 
log database to Pereira's system in order to provide a system and method which are 
suited for use with systems and methods for transaction synchronization and to identify 
and then modify or remove certain apparently inconsistent operations to improve the 
synchronization process (col. 2, lines 15-40). 

As to claim 13, Pereira teaches the claimed limitation "the database system 
program is a database system program produced by Oracle Corporation" as (col. 5, 
lines 53-60). 

5. Claims 7 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pereira in view of Draper and further in view of Bamford (US 5870758). 

As to claim 7, Pereira teaches the claimed limitation "repeating the baselining 
and making an entry steps for additional tables as specified by a user" as repeating 
reorganizing the resource table and making an entry for a table and not tables (fig. 9B). 

Bamfor teaches a system contains many transaction tables. Each transaction 
table includes a plurality of slots, where each slot can hold an entry that corresponds to 
a transaction. Each entry contains a sequence number, a status indication and a 
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snapshot number for its corresponding transaction. The above information shows that 
each transaction table is made a entry (col. 8, lines 55-63; col. 8, lines 55-67). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Bamfor's teaching to Pereira's system and Draper's 
system in order to maintain information stored in a database. 

As to claim 14, Pereira teaches the claimed limitation "baseling each table in the 
database" as (col. 3, lines 3, lines 45-50). Nykiel does not explicitly teach the claimed 
limitation "means for making an entry into the transaction log for each table baselined". 

Bamfor teaches a transaction table includes a plurality of slots, where each slot 
can hold an entry that corresponds to a transaction. Each entry contains a sequence 
number, a status indication and a snapshot number for its corresponding transaction 
(col. 8, lines 55-63). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Bamfor's teaching to Nykiel's system and Draper's 
system in order to maintain information stored in a database. 

6. Claims 7 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pereira in view of Bamford (US 5870758). 

As to claim 7, Pereira teaches the claimed limitation "repeating the baselining 
and making an entry steps for additional tables as specified by a user" as repeating 
reorganizing the resource table and making an entry for a table and not tables (fig. 9B). 
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Bamfor teaches a system contains many transaction tables. Each transaction 
table includes a plurality of slots, where each slot can hold an entry that corresponds to 
a transaction. Each entry contains a sequence number, a status indication and a 
snapshot number for its corresponding transaction. The above information shows that 
each transaction table is made a entry (col. 8, lines 55-63; col. 8, lines 55-67). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Bamfor's teaching to Pereira's system system in order 
to maintain information stored in a database. 

As to claim 14, Pereira teaches the claimed limitation "baseling each table in the 
database" as (col. 3, lines 3, lines 45-50). Nykiel does not explicitly teach the claimed 
limitation "means for making an entry into the transaction log for each table baselined". 

Bamfor teaches a transaction table includes a plurality of slots, where each slot 
can hold an entry that corresponds to a transaction. Each entry contains a sequence 
number, a status indication and a snapshot number for its corresponding transaction 
(col. 8, lines 55-63). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Bamfor's teaching to Pereira's system in order to 
maintain information stored in a database. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claims 4, 1 1 , 24 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

As to claims 4, 1 1 and 24, none of the available prior art of record teaches or 
fairly suggest "adding row identifications to the storage information when a first 
particular entry in the transaction log indicates a new chained row and removing row 
identifications from the storage information when a second particular entry indicates a 
changed row has been removed" in the specific combination as recited in claims 4,11 
and 24. 

8. Claims 22, 28-30 are allowed. 

The dependent claims 23-27, bring definite, further limiting, and fully enabled by 
the specification are also allowed. 
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Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Contact Information 



1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cam Y T Truong whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
4042. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Firday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Breene can be reached on (571 ) 272-4107. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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